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_of the well-known Kiplinger Agricultural
Letter, John Harms. o R

- Mr, Harms expressed o the group his
view

~ farm policy is moving, and his ideas as

to what action§ we ds Members of Con-~
gress can take in response to these new
developments in agricultural policy.

Mr. Harms’ constructive approach to
the political issues of the farm problem
1s to be highly commended, and his pro-
posdl, while by nature controversial and
beset with problems, has definite merit,
- and must be carefully and thoughtfully
congldered, N
.. Mr. Speaker, under unanimous eon-
sent, 1 insert the text of Mr. Harms' pres-
Centation at the Hose Republican Agri-

" eulture "Task Force lunicheoh meeting in
the Recorp, and urge all my colleagues
on both sidés of the aisle to glve Mr.

Harms' recommendation serious and

thoughtful studi:’

Texi oF A PRESEN¥ATION BY Jomn Hanwms,
Eptrror, KIPLINGEE AGRICULTURAL LETTER,
aND NarTiowaL ~FanM  Fprror, MUTUAL
BroapcasTING SystEm, aT A HousE RE-

. pUBLICAN  Task “FordE ON AGRICULTURE —

", LUNCHEON ~MERTING, QEpreninkr 18, 1966

' Let me say at the outset that I am “hon-
pred and privileged to have heen invited to
be your guest foday—in fact, humbled to be

_given this opportunity. This 15 because I am

merely & reporter of farm affalrs—a man

whose life s devected to reporting and in-
4erpreiing the often historlc actlvitles of

you men in Congress, you men of action. I

come to you as a reporter, and not as a farm

expert, for that I am not. I dare say each
of you knows more about agrleculture and ite
practical problems than I do, 50 It seems &

-bit presuniptucus of me to appear here before

you, S e Coe

Much has been written and sald about

.. tarming ahd ifs problems, particularly in this
historip year for agricultural leglslation. Be-

‘gauge of this, any further comnionts by me

‘would probably only hélp to further confuse
“whaf's golhg on, so perhaps I should simply
“thank you for this opportunity and sit down,
 That's what a smert reporter would do—
put slnce I'm not a very smart reporter,
_.yowll have to meke the best of 1t as I add
iy few words to the torrent which already
engulfens. ~ . :
. I would like to hlt two major points joday
ard hope they might be helpful in your de-
‘Tiberatlons s you work toward ihe develop-
ment of a new approach to the ferm prob-
-lems, Flrst, I want to give you my idea as
to where agriculture 15 heading, and then

T'd like to give you my ldeas as to where you,

.68 Congressmen it in, and more particularly,
whete you as Republican Congressmen fit in.

~ “We all know that the agricultural indus-
“try is going through An enormous revolutton
and upheaval. This starts with the well-
-, known technological révolution which con-
itinues to roar ahead with no end in sight.
As p matter of fact, I don't think it will ever
© ‘end, The econiomic ahd soclal effects of this
_technological revolutlon eértainly will abate
Jiwlthin the héxt 10 years, but the application

‘of selénce wliil continue indefinitely and I

‘think it must continue If We are’to meet the

ever  greater challenges of food and flber

production in all’of the years ahead.

Thé. technologleal revolution, motcover,

*’has brought wil 1 1t several other revolu-
‘Mofis—thode in the ecoriomic and soclal
‘helds. O the social front, of course, is the

‘moénstrous upheavill “going” on atong the
farmers who cannot’ hope to meke & gootl
. “living from farming dlotte, We've lost g mil-
lion In the past decade, and T dare say about
-3 miilion more stand n very good chance of
sharing the salhe tate within the next decade.

of the new dire¢tion in which U.S. "

_wealth in this country.

- . ¥

of pur present 31z million tarmers will ‘be
even mora gevere over the next 10 years than
it has in the past 10.

Moreover, 1 am one of those who is con-
vineed that we will wind up with 1% mil-
llon or even 1 million commercial farmers
producing 100 percent of all our needs in the
future. And I belleve that this will become
clear to all before 1875 rolts around—just 10
years off.

So, what's happening? You have a revolu-
tion golng on in rural Amerlca affecting the
people Who are peing pushed out of farm-
ing, and you have a revolution golng on af-
fecting the people who will become the hack-
bone cominercial farmers of this country.
Ench group has its own great goclal and eco-
nomic problems.

Now there's a lot of hot air 1et off here in
Congress over what should be done—-1f any-
thing, to help these two groups of rural
Americans solve their problems. Much of it,
of course, 1s for home consumpiion, and
that’s fine. Much of it s pompous platitude.
But beneath all of this, I know there Is &
serlous concern and effort among all Con-
greasmen. to come up with meaningful solu-
tions.

I think you can cut through & 1ot of this
confuslon if you recognize that you are not
golng to be able to stop the decline in farm
numbers. You are not going to be able 1O
stop the organizational and structural
changes of our commerctal farms. You are
not going to be able to stop the integratlon

- of the hog and caftle business, just as you

have not been able to stop the Integration of
the poultry husiness. ’

Oh, you may be able to slow down certain
aspeets of these developments, and you may
be able to control them to an extent—but
let's not kld oursclves as to what appears to
be Inevitable—the application of big busl-
ness to farming. This goes far heyond the
cliche of the farmer becoming a husiness-
man. It eniails the moving into farm pro-
duction of outside capital and outside man-
egers and directors of farm production.

The production of food and flber 1s seen
by so-called outsiders—farm-related husi-
pessmen on hoth sides of the farmer, and
other kinds of businessmen——as one of the
great untapped and mismanaged sources Of
They are golng to
integrate farm production In with other
aspects of agriculture. For example, there
will be more of feed companles or food whole-
galers and retallers investing 1n, and thus
controlling farm production. While baslc,
the preduction of food and fiber shows every
sign of eventually being Integrated into
other related businesses. Another example:
you may very well sce large chemical com-
panies getting into farm production. I know
of one company planning to do this because
1t feels it can do a better job then an inde-
pendent farmer can. They've got mlilllons
tied up in farm research and they’ll put it to
practical use,

We talk of the encrmous demand for food
and fiber production that will develop over
‘the next 15, 20, 30 years ahd beyond. Big
‘thinkers In the business world are looking
ahead and planning ahead fo the coming
U.S. food and fiber market—represented by
250 million people within 20 years, and some-
where well above 800 million Americans
within only 35 years. Whoever controls farm
production in those coming years 1s golng
to be in a dominant economic position. A
position, needless to say, well worth fighting
for.

wWe hear a lot of talk about saving the
family farm. And we hear forecasts that
the family farm will continue to be the back-
bone of American agriculture. 1 happen to
think that’s & lot of baloney. For one thing,
the new cropland adjustment will, In effect,
buy & millton or more family farms right out
of exlstence. T've said that some 2 million
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" T belleve that the squeeze on 2 million outb
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forms will disappear before the end of the
1970's. These are all family farms. And de-
spite the lipservice glven family farms, pub-
lie polley 1s, in fact, almed ol wiping out
two-thirds of our family farms.

And what sbout the 1 million commercial
farmers we think will continue to operate.
1 don't think you can take for granted that
they will continue 16 be tndependent, I see
nothing on the horizon thet's going to pre-
vent the gradual takeover of even these 1 mil-
Hlon commerclal farmers. Just what is there
that Congress can do about that?

Once you convince yourself that this 1a the
way things are golng—and I'm convinced we
aln't seen nothing yet—once youre €on-
vinced of this, maybe you've got to make a
value judgment. Is all thls good or bad for
the country? - Congress must decide that one,
And then 1% must declde what to do about it,
1f anything.

That's generally what I think 1s coming in
the farming business out across the country.

T'm trying to get across the idea that what
I call ocutsiders are golng to move in a8
blg as possible into farm production, And
I define “outsiders” as those who are neither
farmers nor their representatives.

In additlon to the “outsiders” moving in
out on the farm, it is clear that they are
moving in right here in Washington where
publle farm. policy is being made. To me 1t
is absolutely clear that farm pollicy now, In
fact, 18 In the hands of outstders. And I am
convineced that future Federal farm policies
and programs will reflect more the self-
interest of nonfarmers than of farmers. The
events of the past year nall that down, leave
no doubt abolt it—and thers la no turning
‘hack.

To think that farm policy is at a cross-
roads 18 bunk. It has gone beyend the cross-
roads and is heading down & Very speoific
path, as I've outlined. The choice was not
made by farmers or by nonfarmers, There
was no cholce. It was inevitahble, and farmers,
farm groups and farm district lawmakers

" petter wake up to the new farm policy devel-

opment 1f they hope to get a sympathetie
ear in Congress or in the Government.

The evidence of the new outslde influence
is this:

For the first time, off-farm businessmen
have successfully forced key changes in 2
farm law—changes which otherwlse would
not have been made. The Agricultural Act
of 1065 is the first plece of legislation head-
ing down the new, nonfarm oriented direc-
tlon, These changes Include the reduction
in cotton price supports to world levels—a
prime goal of the texiile industry. They in-
clude the defeat of the proposal to pass
along some of the cost of Government wheat
programs to the consumer, who can well pay
for 1t—at the behest of millers and bakers.
They include the defeat of the administra-
tlon’s rice proposals, which also would have
increased processing codts while cutting Gov-
ernment costs. Much of thlg can be laid o
the rice Industry. Businessmen have tasted
victory on the leglslative puhblic policy front.
1 look for them to have even more Influence
in future leglslation. To them, public farm
poliey now is becoming as much @ part of
running a business as are computers.

But husinessmen are not the only outslders
moving In, There's labor. This year, for the
first time, organized labor i having a pro-
found influence on farming. The unions
were the prime motivators ending the bracero
program last year. They are responsible for
the cargo preference decislon on whent sales
to Russia. But above all, they are the ones
who eventually wlll bring the minimum weage
to agriculture, and all which that implles—
including the 8-hour day and farm unioniza-
Hon. To me, this will turn out to be the
most revolutlonary single plece of leglsla-
tion to hit farmers since before the wat.
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; ow, I am not gaying that any of this Is
_ good or bad—I merely point out what I think
‘1s happenifig—and it is big.

What It emounts to is thet special interest

groups are moving In on farm policy, as they
never have hefore. And fhat briugs me to
my second major polnt—what farm State
Congressmien can do shout it. Bear In mind,
I have no panacea—just the germ of an idea
which can work In one form or ancther, not
-necessarily as I outline it . oo
- MIth fprm | political representation snd
power shrinking fast, farmers have become
#J.Bt another small speclal Interest group.
- Unless there {s some cohesion in farm ranks,
they are going to be overpowered by other
highly financed lobby groups., Farmers as an
indusiry have never really gotten together,
CYor varlous reasons. The farm organizations
reflect this lndividuality. They could even-
tually get together as they once were—but
" that's another story,
. Ome thing ¥ think must come 1s the rising
OF 5 new farm bloc right here in Congrese—
alother gpecial Interest- group to counter-
.Punch the power of other speclal interest
froups. And Republican and Democratic
Longressmen from farrn districts can do
thlg—1f their concern goes beyond the bleed.-

&n‘% heart stage.

+:Because farm voting numbers will be less
of &n election factor—ezcept in a few dis.

© Arlets—why can’t congressional candidates

- . bury the hatchet on farm problems in their
owh digtriets? It seems to me that Repub-
Means ang Democrats are coming closer to

. 'Jﬁre’ehient on what's good for farming in

© their own districts than they've been in g
10hg time. There is naturally, a great strain-
mg during electlon campalgns to point up
fiferences over farm policy between eandi-
dates. I think in many cases this is mors
abparent than real,

“Juet them publicly agres on a broad ap-
proach to farm policy—take it out of distriet
Bulities, If possible. Let the candidates fight

. 1t put over other more real issues. Then, no
itter who is elected, he can come to Wash-
ngton and join the club—joln a new, select
bloc seeking solutions on the basis of what's
good agriculture, not what's good politics.
The President is going to set up & blue-ribbon
oot on on food and fiber. Why can’t
Congress have 1ts own unoffcial blue-ribbon
Cogimmission? This small, but bipartisan
group could be effectlve enough to protect
_‘and propose for the farmer, . .
' “There once was a Republican-Democratic
© farm bloc, There now ig probably more need
for & new one, on a different basis, then any
tme In a decade, I say the climate for the
- ngurlshment of such & new farm bloc
eouldn’t he better-—and it will improve.
_'This, basleally, because it is my feeling that
Republlcans and Democrats  are coming
©loser as to the general principles of a farm
program. .

In closing, just let me say that I am awed
‘Bt what 1 think Is coming In agriculture—
&t Alinost fantestic upheaval—and you may
have to go o some fanigsti lengths to keep
up and help out. ¥

. FEDERAL FIREARMS REGULATIONS
IO B ENFORCED AGAINST MARY-
"LAND GUN .BUYERS . .

AMr. CURTIS (at the request of Mr.

Rz of New York) was granted permis-

slon to extend his remarks at this point
inthe RECoRD and to include extraneous
matter.) o : . ‘

C:Mr,  CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I read
with great interest an article in the Sep-

‘tember 14, 1965, issue of the Washington

Post entitled “D.C. Checks Maryland Gun
Sales.”” The article states that the Alco-
hol and Tax Division of the U.S. Internal
Reavenue £rvice is now requiring that
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‘the names of Washington residents who
buy guns in Maryland be supplied to
PFederal authorities, Metropolitan Police
ind the U.S. Attorney’s office in the Dis-
“rict of Columbia. I would like to com-
mend the Internal Revenue Service for
waking this action to enforce the Federal
Firearms Act and the National Firearms
Act, action which is long overdue in licht
of the large number of gun sales by
Maryland dealers to Distriet residents
with criminal records.

On July 12, 1965, during the hearings
of the Ways and Means Committee on
nhew legislation to control the sales of
firearns, Mr. Sheldon 8. Cohen, the Com-
raissioner of Internal Revenue, made ref-
erence to the startling and alarming
case of a Maryland gun dealer who sold
40 percent of his handguns to District
of Columbia residents with criminal rec-
ords. Mr. Cohen stated, and I quote from
ris testimony: .

There iz no doubt whatsoever that.a prin-
o:pal source of procurement of congealable
weapons by the criminal element in the Dis-
trlct of Colwnbia is from nearby gun deal-
&% in Maryland and Virginia. The records
o’ one, located in Chillum, Md,, shows that
53 percent of their handgun sales during
1164 and 1965, were to residents of the Dis-
ttict of Columbia. Subsequent erlminal rec-
ordls ¢hecks on these purchases reveal tliat
40 percent of them have eriminal records in
this elty’s police files.

Mr. Cohen went on to urge the Con-
gress to “aid the law enforcement officers
v, metropolitan. areas who are trying
e eope with the erime problem by adopt-
Ing these amendments to the Federal
Frearms Act.” Ibccame very concerned
with this problem of law enforcement in
the area of firearms sales, and I endeav-
ored to discover just what regnlations the
Internal Revenue Service had promul-
gated to enforce the Federal and Na-
tional Firearms Act. My questioning of
Mer. Cohen along these Unes was very re-
vealing and I quote from the record of
th2 hearings—which, I am sorry to say,
15 not yet available to the Members of
this House in printed form—as follows:

1Ar. CurTis. My first question is; Has that
single hardware store in Chilium, Md., had
its license revoked? That i a yes or no
quistion.

Hr. Couen, No.

¥r. Conrs. Why not?

Mr. ConrN. The revocation of a license as
I ricall It on the statute is only after con-
vicion of a violation of the act. )

Mr. Cuntis. No, I am afratd it isn't Just
that. Your regulations say that iIf a person
who 15 convicted, or 18 under Indictment, or
afugltive from Justice—— ;

Afr. ConEN. This {s none of those three, sir,

Mr. CugTzs. I am talking about the people
that he so0ld 1t to.

kir. CorEN. No, slr. You asked me if we
had taken the license away from the dcaler.
We have not because he has not been in-
dicied. He has not been convicted,

Nr. Curres. I am not talking about the
dea’er. I am talking about the fact that
the guns were 501d 1n violation of the Federal
Firearms Act to people with criminal records;
a5 this very statement sald, 40 percent of
the purchasers have criminal records. - Thig
iz a violation under your regulations on. the
part of the dealer who cannot sall-—

Mr. Conen. We have been studying and we
are contemplating recommendation. of in-
dictment of the individual felons for then
traneporting those weapons across s State
Hne which is a felony.
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September 20, 1965

Mr, CueTs. Please. I am asking only one
guestion at this polnt. The dealer Involved,
the hardware store——

Mr. CoHEN. He kept the required records
under the act, sir. He did not kriow these
people were felons.

Mr. CurTIs. Wait. Do you know thai?

Mr. CoHEN. We guestioned him. He didn’t
know these people. OQur people have been
out to see him.

Mr. CurTIs. I wonder,

Mr. Conrn., How do you think we got this
Information, sir? We got this .information
from his records.

Mr. CurTs. That is exactly what I want to
know, how you got the information, and
what you did abous it, because, if I can find
the proper points here, the regulations Pro-
vide for revocation. I am looking for the
violation for selling to a person who i1s a
Tfelon or fugltive.

Mr. Conen. I don't believe you will find
any. .

Mr. CurTis. It is actually statutory.

Mr. ConEN. This ts an intrastate sale, sir,
This is not an interstate sale.

Mr. CurTis. I am not talkihg about that.
I am talking about whether it ig or It a
violation of the act. -

Mr. Comen, It is nof, sir. I can tell you.
Under the proposed act it would be a viola-
tion £ he knows he Is from out of State,

Mr. CurTrd. Yes; 177.83: Tt shall be un-
lawful for any person to ship, transport, or
cause to be shipped or transported in inter-
state or forelgn commerce any Hrearm or
ammunition to any person knowing or hav-
ing reaschable causs to belleve that such per-
son 1s a fugitive from Justice or is under in-
dietment for, or has been convicted of, a
crime punishable by Imprisonment for a
term exceeding 1 Year by or in sany court.”

Mr. ComewN, He didn't ship it, didn’t cause
1% to-be shipped, or had no knowledge of
these people's records.

Mr. CurTis. You are a good advocate for
your position. ’

Mr. Conen, Thank you, sir.

Mr, Curtis. But I am trying to ask ques-
tions to understand it. You have a single
hardware dealer in this situation. The rec-
ords show that 40 Percent of the purchasers
from the District have criminal records, and
he was located in Maryland.,

Mr. CoHEN. It i Just a few blocks across
the line,

Mr. Curris, I understand where 1t 18, but
1t is nonetheless across the State line,

Discovering thai; the IRS did not feel
it had the authority to revoke the li-
cense of a dealer who sold guns in inter-
state commerce to persons with known,
and sometimes very long, criminal rec-
ords, I next tried to find out whether or
not the dealer had reason to belleve that
his purchasers were criminals and his
sales illegal. Thinking that the dealer
might have falled to keep the required
record of his sales, I asked-

Now, you also have a provision that says
that if he knew ar hag reasonable "cause to
belleve his purchasers were criminals that
the sales were illegal. One can make & pretty
good case, I would say, if 40 percent of those
purchasers turned out to have eriminal rec-
ords, that there was something wrong here,
In the case of a single dealer. 'That dealer
surely. had an idea of hig cllentele, These
criminals could not have appeared to him
to be sportsmen.

I determined from the Attorney General
yesterday that under the statutory provision
requiring dealer to keep permanent records,
one of the reguirements Is that dealers have
to record the name and address of BVETy per-
son to whom you sell. Irefer to this require-
ment when I clte the ease of the hardware
dealer In point, and I mean 0 conclude
atéross-the-munter sales,

3
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Now T quote from. 17761, “Firéarms Tée-
ords’: o _
_“The name and address of each person
from whom such’ fifesrmi (it not the manu-
tacturer’s own product) was received to--
gether with the date of acquisition; and dls-
position made of each firearm including the
name and address of the person to whom
sold and the date of disposition.”

The Attorney Géneral satd as I recall,
“Well, maybe some of these were fctitious
names.” ) 7

Of the 40 percent were they fictiilous
nemes?

- And Mr. Cohen replied:

Mr. Compn, No, sir, he kept accurate
records., Heé got these people’s names as best
he could, He did exactly what the act re-
quired him to do, but he didn't have o record
of all the felons in the District of Cclumbila
§0 he didn’t know who they were.

If the dealer did keep accurate rec-
ords of his purchasers, then It seemed
logical that he might check with the
Metropolitan Police in the District to see
If any of these gun buyers had criminal
records. I inguired of the IRS' regula-
tions in this area.

The testimoeny follows: )

Mr. Curtis. I am coming to this point next.
What requirement is there of the Ihternal
Revenue Service that these lists of sales of
firearms on & dally besis, or a weekly hasls, be
referred to the police authorittes for check-
Ing? Is there any?

Mr, ComEn, No, sir.
authorlty, str.

Mr. Curris. You don't think that you heve
that authority, under the clause of reasonable
calse, In order to eniforce the law.

Mr. Conen. We are talking about 104,000
dealers. I don't think we can do it. s

Mr, CurTis. You are answering “No'?

Mr., Coxen, No, sir,’ ) ’

Mr, Cumrrts. What you are really saying 15
that you think, or as I interpret your answer,
that 1t is a matter of personnel. o

Mr, CoHen, No, gir; I think it s two rea-
sons, I don't think we have the authority
and I think If we dli have the authority it
matght be impracticable, anyway, but we don't
have the authority. C

Mr. Curris. So whai do you do with these
permanent records that are supposed to be
kept? Incidentally, under your regulations
you prescribe that they must be kept for 10
vears. : o

Mr. CoHEN, Yes, sir,

Mr, CurTis. What use 1z made of those by
the Internal Revenue Service? ) :

Mr. Couen, If firearms are found to be
used in an unlawful manner we can check
back to filnd out who acquired the weapon
and how and when. o
Mr. CurTIs, You are saying what you could
do. : '
Mr. ConeEn, We do do It. We also use it to

determine violations of the act when per-
pona are not keeping proper records,

My, Curris. You are now showing me, I
think, that your previous statement was In-
aceurate; that you do have the authority to
take these lsts and refer them to the police
depattment, o ’

Mr, ConEN, No, I sald we don't have the
suthority. We send an agent out to check
on a specific transaction perhaps.

Mr. Curris. In that position you then have
your agent go——

Mr, ComeEn. T would llke to have the au-

- thority that you are saylng we have, sir. On -
octasion it would be Very useful. "~

““Mr, GURTIS. 1 think you have ft. T will be

very honest with you. o

Mr. CoHEN. ‘T0u a¥e a good enough lawyer,
-slr, 8o T think you can argue ‘the case of the
defendant very well here, sir, and box my ears
T guspect, S

We don't have that

" Mr. Corrig. No; this has rothing "fo doé
with my ability. It has to do with the Eng-
lish language and the interpretation of it
that 18 necessary in order to reasonably en-
force an act, To me 1t is Just almost ele-
mentary that the Treasury Department would
show some Interest in belng sure that these
were bona fide names In the first place and,
secondly, that this was not a violation of the
act.

To enforce it you slmply ask the dealer if
he knew or had reasonable cause,

Now, what would be reasonahle cause to
know? Why, wouldn’t 1t be perfectly within
the purview of the regulation under reason-
able cause to know that he checked with the
police authorities to see whether or not this
person whose name was glven actually had
a criminal record?

Mr. Conen. Could he check in California?
The man Is in Chillum, Md., buying a gun.
He 1s to check 50 States to determine wheth-
er thils man has a felony record in each of
those 50 States,

Mr. CURTIS. As you say, you have to take
the first step. What step did you take as
the Arst step?

“Mr. CouEN. If he had checked with the
Chillum police he would have found zero on
these people, They had no record in Mary-
land.

Mr. Currrs, I will just follow thls & little

._bit withh you, I think you are playing with

me, .
Mr. Comrn. No, sir; I think you are playlng
with me.

Mr., Courtis. No; I am trying to get some
of the facts here, Mr, Cohen. The buyer
glves hls name and address to the dealer.
One of the first steps wouild be to et least
check with the police authorities in the area
where his address 1s to find out if he had

a criminal record, right?

Mr. CoHEN. In 1867

Mr. Curtis. Please answér the questlon.

Mr, CouEN. That is right, but we tried in
1967 to ssk that each of these people slgn a
document and we were unsuccessful.

Mr. Qurtis. Look, answer the questlon first
and then glve me vyour explanstion.
Wouldn't this be & reasonable requirement?

Mr. Copen, I don't think it would be a
reasonable requlrement under this atatute.
It might be a reasonable requirement be-
tween you and I, I would agree with you;
yes, sir. -

Mr. Curtis. You don’t think 1t i3 a reason-
able requirement under the statute.

Now, then, you had an explanation in sup-

‘port of your view.

My. CoHEN. In 1957, when amendments to
these regulations were first ralsed, 1t was pro-
posed at that time that each of these people

slen & document so that we had a slgnature’

and If 1t was a forged signature, forged In-
dentification, we would have an additlonal
way of getting at these people,

Mr., CurTIs. Where they have a forged slg-
nature or glven & wrong name, How do you
check that now?

Mr. Coxgen, In 1057 In order to be able to
check that we wanted to amend our regula-
tions so that that would be required of each

purchasger, that that record might be maln--

talned .ln the hardware store that we are
talking about.

At that tlme 30 some members of this
House appeared before us saylng that we did
not have that authority and I might say we
recelved letters from over 100 Members of

the House saying we did not have that au-
thority,

- Mr. CurTis. Is that the way you make dect-
sions in the Internal Revehue Service? I
am glad to know that, Mr, Cohen, I wasun-

_ aware that that was happening, Ihave writ-

ten many letters to the Internal Revenue
Serviee where I was in disapreement wlth
thelr interpretation and your organizatlon
very rightly wrote Back and said that the
responsibility 1s yours to interpret the law.
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*'Mr. Congn. Of course, I might take a dii-
ferent posltion.

Mr. Curtis. You wouldn't argue serlously
that that is an answer to the guestion that
g group of Congressmen wrote you letters
and said that they didn't patrtlcularly lke
it or they questioned whether you had the
authority. -

That 1st’t a real answer is 1§?

Mr. Couen. It shows we have the the same
problem in the regulation area that we are
having with this bill. It also shows that
many of your colleagues might disagree with
you, Bir,

Mr. Curris. I am fully aware that they
might disagree with me, but the hest way
to ind out whether they do so on merit is to
take this record we are trylng to make here
and find out how you pecple have interpreted
the law, how you have enforced it, and to
discover whether or not supggestions of how
you might enforee it are within reason.

Mr. Cohen then stated that his pred-
ecessors did not feel it necessary to re-
quire a dealer in firearms to cheek on the
possible criminal record of his purchas-
ers, bub that he would rethink the prob-
lem. The testimony runs as follows:

Mr. Curris, And the third guestlon, and
apparently this gets down to procedure, your
procedure is not to have the hardware dealer
check with the police department of the
area where the address i8 to find out whether
they have this person listed as one convicted
of & crime.

- Mr. ComenN, That’s right.

Mr, Curris. You don’t regard that as a re-
quirement to satlsfy reasonable cause.

Mr. Congn, That is right, sir.

Mr. Curiis, Now let’s get back agaln,
Don't you think that that 1s within the pur-
view of a requirement to enforce this act
that you ask the dealers?

Mr, CoHEN. My predecessorg did mot. I
would like to rethink the problem In the
lght of some of the gquestions you have
ralsed, but I don’t think that obviates the
necesslty for this legislation.

Mr. Conrris, Now you are begglng the ques.
tlon. We will get to that. That is what we
have to o, this committee, at any rate, In
order to understand whether you heed the
legislation. We have to first find out what
you have done with the legislation that has
been glven to you,

1 am encouraged by your saying now that
you might rethink of some of the things
your predecessors did or don't do. I am not
trylng to fix blame here.

Mr. Couen, No, sir, I don't think you are.

Mr, Curris. I think probably if we got
down to 1i we would find that Insufficlent
pttention by all of us was directed to this
area and brought tc a head so to some
degree——

Mr, Comen, But we think very frankly that
the statuite 1s skimpy, and not broad encugh
to cover all of these things thet you have
mentioned here that both of us agree should
be coverad. Both of us think this iz too.
skimpy.

Mr. Cortig. Exactly, but you haven't come
in here prepared to testify in detall so that
we could understand what you actually have
done, what you hadn't donhe. Had you done
certaln things the bill wouldn’t perhaps be
regulred,

The Commissioner said that it would
be impossible for the dealer to discover
whether or not his purchasers have
cerlminal records. Yet the Infernal Rev-
enue Service had discovered, through a
gimple check with the police force of
Washington, that 40 percent of this
Chillum, Md., dealer'’s customers had
criminal records.

I quote agaln from the hearings:
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;.- 3. Curris. T have one thing I wanted to
* C-gpecify in the Information I requested, Get-

. .1n which you refer to the same case to which
the Attorney General referred of the dealer |
In Chillum, Md, where 40 percent of his

4ing back ngain to the point of whether the
dealer had reagonable cause to belleve that .

such person was a fugitive from justice. It
would scem to me within the pwrview of

reasonable cause that you require s dealer

to at least call the police of the area where

that person’s address is located, and in re-
spéct to the specific cases that have been

etted, I now have page 8, of your testimony,

eustomers were shown to haye criminal rec-
s

© . Well, T hedw't reallzed it. This is your
“Subsequent criminal records

“testimony:

", ‘ohecks, on these purchasers revealed that 40

- .percent of them have eriminal records ip .

. . the city’s police files.”

.50 g telephone call by the dealer to the
police force of Washington, D.C., would haye
retvenled thie.

© o Mp, GomeN. That is correct, sir.

Cdo

. Mr, Curris, You argued that it would be
very difficult to cover 50 States, and so forth,
Which X recognize coulld be true in order to
s complete chéck. I sald that at least

7 -you ghould take the frst step.

Mr. Comen. 'The first step here would be

o call his own Jocal police. He doesn‘t know
- 1 this felon,

. Mr. CvRris. No, no; I would suy the best
thing here in this case, where &4 person gives

fim District of Célumble address, would be to

onll the District of Columbis Police.
Mr. Conrn. Suppose he glves a Californla

- -Efidress?

Mr. Cugtis. T don't cave where the address

I8, The fact is that you state that 40 per=-
. -gent of these customers had criminal records
" v .In the District of Columbia's Police fles. So

* ‘@ telephone call, which certalnly not stretch-

- Ing the words “had reasonable cguse to

D Enow,” Just to ask him to check with the

¢ pollce foree of the area where the guy glves

© - ‘Bls address, would have stopped this and
- mipped 1t in the bud. )

*I was appalled at the lack of enforce-

_‘ment of the existing firearms legislation.

-

Lommissioner Colien had stated that he
thought the IRS did not have the au-

" : thority to require such a simple act as
.- & phone call from a_dealer to a custom-

- er’s hometown police force.

He did, I

. B glad to note, indicate that he would
" rethink the problem and so I asked;

‘Mr. Uurris. While we are walting for this

: lepislation maybe you could start to put out
~. & Pegulation saying that you expect licensed
.~8ealers to ruake st least a check with the

local police. . .
-+ Mr. CoHEN. I will be glad to study our au-

_.; thorlty to do that, sir,

. Mr. Curmis. I thought we agreed that you

+ had that. .

_ Mr. ComEN. I didn’t say that I was sure
that I did, sir.
= Mr. CurTis, All right,.

v Mr, CorEN. I used 40 be a functioning
-lawyer. I am now an, administrator. I

»would like to cheek with my lawyers on what

‘ gy suthority might be.

dr. untis. It would be very interesting

-4t tnder the autharlty that you are given in
. Bhis pet to write regulation necessary to carry
1t out and make 1f meaningful, if you can’t
; Interpret “shall have reasonable cause to be-
“Heve™ first by being sure that they give a
Jproper “name by requiring identification,

- . whigh you have sald that you thought you

Apprésbgagng’e

et Tbut

_had euthorlfy to dp, and then the second
. atep, wich is 8o obvipus, to call the police of

8 ares whare the person glves the residence.
Mr. ConEN, I would be glad to study that,
r, but I don't helleve that releases the
~mrgency of this particular problem.

GU BarEs
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. the National and Federsl Firearms Act
was revealed in the Washington Post
article, which reads as follows:

© IPfom the Washington (D.C,) Post,
oo :Sept_ 14, 1865) .

DisteicT OF CoiUMBIA CHECKS MAaRYLAND
. QGUN SaLEs
(By Leonard Downle, Jr.)

The names of Washington resldents who
buy guns in Maryland are heing supplied by
Federa]l authdritles to Metropolitan Police
and the U.8. attorney’s office here, according
to Tim Murphy, chief asststant U.S. attor-
- ney in the coyrt of general sesstops.

* *~'The names are checked by police for prior
criminal records and those gun buyers with
records are reviewed by Murphy for possible
+ prosecution under Federal and loeal laws.

- ‘District citizens convicted of a felony who
- buy & gun in Maryland and then bring it to

Washington are violating s Federal Firearms
© Act seotlon prohibiting the interstate trans-
* portation of guns by felons, Murphy said.
* -~ Under District of Columbia law it 15 a
- felony, carrying a 10-year maximum sentence,

for a person convicted of a previous felony,
- of guns by felons, Murphy sald.

-~ Washington law also prohibfts certaln
- other types of citizens, inecluding narcotics

addiets, from possessing guns,

Murphy explained that an offlelal of the

' Aleohol and Tdx Division of the Internal Rev-

enub Service, which enforces Federal gun

laws, regularly Investigates sun purchases Iin

- Maryland for the names of District residents
* buying firearms there. S

Under this procedure, which now affects

© 7 ohly guns bought in Maryland, some offend-

- ers have been Indlcted for both District and
Federal gun law violations. Alcohol and Tax
Divislon officials were reluctant to release

- statistics on the number of individuals af-
fected by the procedure.

I am very glad that the IRS has dis-
covered this authority and has begun to
put it into practice in the sales of Mary-

“land gun dealers. This Is the necessary
-first step toward a crackdown on illegal
sales of firearms to criminals; I am hope-
ful that the IRS will extend this regu~
lation to cover the rest of the Nation
as well, if this is feasible with the present
manpower available to the Service for
firearms enforcement. I is important
that, before we rush to pass new legisla-
-tion in the area of firearms control, we
first examine carefully the present laws
to detertnine if they are being properiy
executed. The hearings of ‘the Ways
‘and Means Committee on the, fircarms
‘bills revealed some mafor deficlencies in
the enforcement of our present fircarms
law, but these deflciencies, the Post
- «article seems to Indicate, are now in the
process of belng corrected. After we
“have allowed the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice -enough time to test the effects of
these new regulations, we may then re-
_examine the need for new Jegislation.

PHONEY BALONEY IN WELFARE
‘SPENDING

(Mr. YOUNGER (at the request of Mr.
REm of New York) was granted permis-
sion to extend his remarks at this point
1n the Recorp and to include extraneous
‘matter.)

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr, Speaker, Roger
A. Freeman of the Hoover Institution on
War, Revolution, and Peace of the Stan-
fFord University, has writlen an article
entitled “Phoney Baloney in Welfare

e A B BRI R OagRgTees

R————

ity .

September 20, 1965

The article follows:
[From National Review, Sept. 21, 1065]
_. PHONEY BALONEY IN WELFARE SPENDING

(With sharp eye and hard head, a noted
analyst looks at Federal accounts, conclid~
ing that there is a great deal more there than
meels the eye.)

(By Roger A, Freeman)

Those of us who have been troubled by the
explosive growth of governmental activities
in recent years and by the threat they pose
to the freedom and responsibility of the in-
dividual can relax. We have all been mis-
taken and governwient 1s not really growing
when we view it In nieaningful terms. I
have that on the highest authority in the
land. The President himself sald so in a
speech to the CED (Committee for Eco-
homic Developtnent) : “Total Federal spend-
ing in 1965 will be the lowest in 14 years in
terms of our gross national produect. Noun-
defense spending will be lower than it was 30
years ago in terms of our gross national
product (GNP). There are fewer Federal
employees now than there were a year ago
when I took office.” Mr. Johnson also of-
fered a cheerful outlook in his January 1965
budget message: “* * * we have good rea-
son to expect that Government expenditures
In the years shead will grow more slowly
than the gross natlonal product, so that the
ratio of Federal spending to our total out-
put will continue to decline.”

We probably ought to feel as comforted by
L.B.J. s assuranees as the ¢-Ioot-tall traveler
who was told that the river he was about to
cross had an average depth of 3 feet. The
story has is that he drowned nevertheless, a
victlm of averages. Federal officlals and
agencles are now flooding the public with
tricky statements such as those I clted above
which, unless contradieted, are bound to
drown us in a sea of confusion.

BUDGET COMPARISONS DECEPTIVE

Total Federal spending in 1965 as a per-
centage of gross national product is not the
lowest In 14 years and nondefense spending
in relatfon to gross natlonal product Is not
lower in 1865 than it was in 1035; it is higher,
Federal employment has been stable—at
2,345,000 in November 1963 and in May
1965—only because most of the new or ex-
panded Federal programs are being carried
out through State and local government em-
Ployees whose number hag been soaring, un-
der Federal pressure and with Federal fl-
nancing. While those employees are siatls-
tically classified as State and local, many of
them carry out programs enacted by Con-
gress, work under orders from Washington
bureaus and are at least partly pald from
Federal funds. Federal subventions to State
and local governments have quadrupled in
the past 10 years. L.B.J.s boast in his
budget message that Federal employment
grew proportionately less than the U.8. popu-
latton in the past 10 years neglected to men-
tlon that during that tlme ctvilian govern-
ment employment (Federal-State-local) shot
up 43 percent—compared with an increase in
‘pepulation of only 18 percent and in private
employment of -11 percent. Ten years ago
there was one person on the public clvilian
payroll for every eight in private empioyment.
Today that rath 1s down to 1:6:3. Where
will it be 10 or 29 years hence at that rate of
*progress”’? )

When Mr. Johnson talked about “total
Federal spending” he was using an incorrect
term. I& Is evident from the tables in his
January 1865 budget that he was referring
not to the cash-consclidated budget but to
the edministrative budget which now ex-
cludes about one-fourth of all TFederal
spending,

The administrative budget, when frst
esteblished, was intended to glve a compre-
hensive plcture of Federal income and out-
go. Tt still included 97 percent of the cash
flow in the lafe 1040s. But then several
major ltems were shifted from the admin-
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